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Remarks/Arguments: 

Claims 1-38 are pending. Claims 13-34, 37 and 38 were withdrawn by the Examiner 
and claims 1-12, 35 and 36 stand rejected. In this response applicants have amended 
claims 1, 35 and 36 and have added claims 39-42. No new matter is introduced in claims 
39-42. 

Drawing Objection 

The drawings are objected under 37 C.F.R. 1.83(a). Specifically, the Office believes 
that the feature of claim 3 is not shown in the drawings. Applicants respectfully disagree. 
Although Figures 1-3 are perspective views, it is readily apparent from a review of Figure 3, 
for example, that the first, second and third rigid members form a triangle. To assist the 
Office in its understanding of the figures, applicants provide below a view of Figure 3 which 
is annotated to illustrate the triangle. Applicants respectfully request, therefore, that the 
objection be withdrawn. 
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Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 5 102 

The Office sets forth at page 3, paragraph 3, "Claims 1-3, 6, 8-10 and 12 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wade (U.S. Patent No. 4,926,910)." 
Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection is overcome by the amendments to the 
claims for the reasons set forth below. 

Applicants' invention as recited in claim 1, recites features not disclosed or suggested 
by Wade, namely: 

... at least one first rigid member having a serpentine shape 
comprising a first plurality of peaks and a first plurality of 
troughs ... 

... a plurality of second rigid members each having a serpentine 
shape and each comprising a second plurality of peaks and a 
second plurality of troughs, a first peak of said first rigid 
member disposed within a trough of a first one of said plurality 
of second rigid members and a second peak of said first rigid 
member disposed within a trough of a second one of said 
plurality of second rigid members. (Emphasis added). 

These features are described in applicants' specification, for example, at page 7, lines 1-24. 

Wade is relied upon as "[disclosing] a triaxial woven structure (Figure 2) having a 
first rigid member (10) of serpentine shape made of peaks and troughs (Figure 2, 
generally), a second member (10) of serpentine shape with a plurality of peaks and 
troughs, a peak of the first member is in the trough of the second member, and a third 
member (10) of linear shape within a trough of a first rigid member and a peak of a second 
rigid member." Applicants respectfully disagree with this overly broad interpretation of 
Wade. First, applicants respectfully submit that Wade is not a triaxial structure, but rather 
a biaxial structure. Further, Wade describes the use of flexible materials to form a fabric 
for an antenna reflector and not applicants' claimed rigid members . In order to expedite 
prosecution of the present application, however, applicants have amended claims 1, 35 and 
36. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Wade fails to disclose or suggest a plurality of 
second rigid members each having a serpentine shape and each comprising a second 
plurality of peaks and a second plurality of troughs, a first peak of said first rigid member 
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disposed within a trough of a first one of said plurality of second rigid member and a second 
peak of said first rigid member disposed within a trough of a second one of said plurality of 
second rigid members. 

It is because applicants have included the features of a plurality of second rigid 
members each having a serpentine shape and each comprising a second plurality of peaks 
and a second plurality of troughs, first peak of said first rigid member disposed within a 
trough of a first one of said plurality of second rigid members and a second peak of said 
first rigid member disposed within a trough of a second one of said plurality of second rigid 
members that applicants are able to provide a reinforcing member assembly capable of 
withstanding traverse and lateral loads without shifting and capable of ease of assembly. 
Wade fails to achieve this advantage because Wade does not provide a plurality of second 
rigid members each having a serpentine shape and each comprising a second plurality of 
peaks and a second plurality of troughs, first peak of said first rigid member disposed within 
a trough of a first one of said plurality of second rigid members and a second peak of said 
first rigid member disposed within a trough of a second one of said plurality of second rigid 
members. 

Because Wade fails to disclose each and every figure of claim 1, applicants submit 
that the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wade should 
be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Claims 2, 3, 6, 8-10 and 12 depend upon claim 1 and, thus, are likewise not subject 
to rejection for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1. 

The Office Action sets forth at page 5, "Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by L'Esperance et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,420,401)." Applicants 
respectfully submit that this rejection is overcome by the amendments to the claims for the 
reasons set forth below. 

L'Esperance is relied upon as "[disclosing] a triaxial woven structure (Figure 1) 
having a first rigid member of serpentine shape with peaks and troughs (Figure 1, element 
16a), a second rigid member having a serpentine shape with a plurality of peaks and 
troughs (16b), and a third rigid member (14) that is linear and disposed within a trough of 
the first rigid member and peak of second rigid member." Applicants respectfully disagree 
with this overly broad interpretation of the reference. A review of the reference shows that 
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a structural rod is wound with a first continuous fiber and then the structural rod and first 
continuous fiber are over-wound with a second continuous fiber. Accordingly, the reference 
lacks the triaxial structure of applicants' claimed invention. In order to expedite 
prosecution of the present application, however, applicants have amended claims 1, 35 and 
36. 

Applicants respectfully submit that L'Esperance fails to disclose or suggest a plurality 
of second rigid members each having a serpentine shape and each comprising a second 
plurality of peaks and a second plurality of troughs, a first peak of said first rigid member 
disposed within a trough of a first one of said plurality of second rigid members and a 
second peak of said first rigid member disposed within a trough of a second one of said 
plurality of second rigid members. 

Accordingly, because L'Esperance fails to disclose each and every feature of 
applicants' claim, applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of claim 1 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by L'Esperance et al. is improper, should be withdrawn 
and the claim allowed. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

The Office Action sets forth at page 6, paragraph 4, "Claims 4, 5, 6, 7, 35 and 36 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wade." 

Claims 4, 5 and 7 depend upon claim 1 and are patentable for at least the reasons 
set forth above with respect to claim 1. 

Regarding claim 35, although it is not identical to claim 1, it discloses features 
similar to those of claim 1, namely: 

... placing a first peak of said first rigid member within a 
trough of a first one of said plurality of second rigid 
members ... 

...placing a second peak of said first rigid member within 
a trough of a second one of said plurality second rigid 
members. 
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Because Wade fails to disclose each and every feature of claim 35, applicants 
respectfully submit that the rejection of claim 35 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wade is improper, should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Claim 36 depends upon claim 35 and, thus, is likewise not subject to rejection for at 
least the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 35. 

The Office Action sets forth at page 8, "Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over L'Esperance in view of Van Vechten et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,593,744)." Van Vechten is relied upon as disclosing a hollow reinforcing member. Van 
Vechten fails to make up, however, for the deficiencies noted above with respect to 
L'Esperance. Applicants respectfully submit, therefore, that the rejection of claim 11 is 
improper, should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 

Claims 39-42 are added. Basis for these claims may be found in applicants' 
specification as originally filed and Figures 1-3. No new matter is added. Applicants 
respectfully request, therefore, that claims 39-42 be entered and examined. 
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In view of the amendments and remarks set forth above, applicants submit that the 
above-identified application is in condition for allowance which action is respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




JLE/kpc 

Dated: April 4, 2007 

P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 

(610) 407-0700 



The Director is hereby authorized to charge 
or credit Deposit Account No. 18-0350 for 
any additional fees, or any underpayment or 
credit for overpayment in connection 
herewith. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with 
the United States Postal Service as first class mail, with sufficient 
postage, in an envelope addressed to: Commissioner for Patents, 
P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on April 4, 2007. 



Kathleen P. Carney 
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